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Summary 

The Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico opposes the Petition for 

Declaratory Ruling filed by Puerto Rico Telephone Company. In that Petition, PRTC asks the 

FCC to preempt an Order of the Board which required PRTC to implement federal Local 

Number Portability requirements without eliminating a billing and marketing practice known as 

Reverse Toll Billing. 

The Board opposes the Petition because it disagrees with PRTC’s contention that Reverse 

Toll Billing is technically incompatible with Local Number Portability. In fact, PRTC is 

currently complying with LNP while retaining Reverse Toll Billing by maintaining each 

number’s original - or “native” - rate center for billing purposes. This approach is consistent 

with the guidance given by the FCC on November 20,2003. Further, the Board found PRTC 

claims of technical incompatibility not to be credible. 

The Board also believes that PRTC is wrong when it claims that Reverse Toll Billing is 

unreasonably discriminatory given the public interest found in maintaining Reverse Toll Billing 

while transitioning to a new environment. 

For these reasons, the Board asks the FCC to deny the PRTC Petition. 



BEFORE THE 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, DC 20554 

In the Matter of 

PUERTO RICO TELEPHONE COMPANY 

Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding 
Implementation of Local Number 
Portability and Number Pooling 

CC Docket No. 95-1 16 

OPPOSITION OF THE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS REGULATORY BOARD 

OF 
PUERTO RICO 

The Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico (“the Board”), by its 

attorneys, hereby opposes the Puerto Rico Telephone Company (“PRTC”) Petition for 

Declaratoxy Ruling (“Petition”) filed on November 26,  2003 with the Federal Communications 

Commission (“FCC” or “Commission”). In its Petition, PRTC asks the FCC to declare that a 

November 20,2003 Order of the Board is preempted by federal law. That Order required PRTC 

to keep in place a billing and marketing practice known as “Reverse Toll Billing” (“RTB) 

while, complying with federal Local Number Portability (“LNP”) and Number Pooling 

requirements.’ PRTC claims that it is technically impossible to do both and that, therefore, 

preemption is required. The Board strongly disagrees and asks the Commission to deny PRTC’s 

request. 

Under PRTC’s version of Reverse Toll Billing, PRTC and the wireless camer mutually agree to bill the 
wireless cmier, rather than the originating wirelie consumer, for any long distance charges associated with a 
wireline to wireless call. The agreed upon wholesale rate is considerably less than would have been charged 
the retail consumer for intra-island long distance service. 

I 

W297590 



I. BACKGROUND 

A. TheBoard 

The Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rim was created in 1996 by the 

Legislature of Puerto Rico as an independent entity endowed with the power and authority to 

facilitate the improvement of telecommunications in Puerto Rico, to promote fair and effective 

competition and to detect and correct anti-competitive conduct. The legislation creating the 

Board, known as Act 213 of September 12, 1996, gave the Board powers necessary to regulate 

the provision of telecommunications in Puerto Rico and provided the following general 

guidance: 

All actions, regulations and determinations of the Board shall be 
guided by the Federal Communications Act, by the public interest 
and, especially, by the protection of consumer rights.’ 

In considering the difficult questions presented by Puerto Rico Telephone Company’s 

sudden, unilateral attempt to terminate RTB, the Board has followed that guidance. Indeed, the 

Board’s November 20 Order, the proximate subject of the PRTC Petition, balances the federal 

law, the public interest, and consumers’ rights. That Order (included as an attachment to the 

PRTC Petition) was the result of a considered hearing, including oral and written pleadings and 

testimony from a variety of telecommunications providers. Ultimately, the Board determined 

that PRTC could comply with the federal requirements regarding Local Number Portability 

(“LNP”) without eliminating RTB, that the public interest would be negatively affected by 

disruptions in the network and by unilateral abrogation of interconnection agreements resulting 

from the elimination of RTB, and that consumer rights were impinged by the elimination of RTB 

~~~~ 

Act No. 213,12 September 1996, Article 7(f )  
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as proposed by PRTC. Thus, the Board ordered PRTC to implement LNP and not eliminate 

RTB, consistent with the Board’s November 20,2003 Order.3 

In doing so, the Board kept faith with the guideline provided by the Legislature and, in 

particular, complied with the heavy emphasis on protection of consumer rights. It was apparent 

that sudden elimination of Reverse Toll Billing would have caused considerable confusion and 

would have resulted in a transformation of local charges to long distance charges, without 

adequate justification or preparation. 

B. 

The Board’s Case No. JRT-2003-CCG-006 was prompted by a September 19,2003 letter 

The Reverse Toll Billing Proceeding 

from PRTC notifying the Board that PRTC would “eliminate the provision of reverse billing 

concurrent with the implementation of intermodal LNP.” PRTC also stated that it would 

“notify” wireless carriers of the elimination of certain clauses associated with RTB in existing 

interconnection agreements. Further, PRTC provided suggested language for the Board to use to 

communicate to the public the changes associated with the elimination of RTB. 

This letter was considered by the Board as part of Case No. JRT-2000-CCG-0001, a 

proceeding which had been instituted by the Board in 2000 to act as facilitator to consider intra- 

state issues relating to Local Number Portability. Not once in the course of this long proceeding 

had PRTC intimated or raised the issue of Reverse Toll Billing. Rather, PRTC simply presented 

the Board with afair accompli, with virtually no time to consider the ramifications of the 

elimination of Reverse Toll Billing, Subsequently, and with only a short time remaining before 

the implementation of LNP, PRTC notified the Puerto Rim Commercial Mobile Radio Service 

’ The Board also scheduled a January 15,2004 public hearing to consider the impact of the implementation of a 
change in local calling zones on the elimination of RTB. 

Letter of Jon E. Slater, President, PRTC, September 19,2003 (Attachment A). 4 
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(“CMRS”) providers of its intentions. To the CMRS providers with interconnection agreements, 

this sudden notice represented a unilateral abrogation of the agreements upon which they had 

based their business plans and marketing approaches. 

Prominent in PRTC’s proposed message was the notification that the elimination of a 

“wholesale product offered by wireline companies to wireless carriers’’ could increase the 

amounts that consumers pay to call wireless phones from wireline phones. At the heart of the 

elimination of RTB is an increase in the cost of calling a non-local wireless number. At present, 

under Reverse Toll Billing, the wireline customer does not pay to call a non-local wireless 

number within Puerto Rico, effectively making all of Puerto Rico a single market in wireless 

service on a retail level. The elimination of Reverse Toll Billing would add toll charges, 

estimated at between 10 to 17 cents a minute, for such calls. Clearly, the impact of the unilateral 

elimination of RTB would be keenly felt by the consumer. In addition to a significant increase in 

cost, the elimination of RTB may require a new dialing pattern, including use of the prefix “1” 

for all calls outside of the wireline NPA-NXX. 

Immediately after PRTC made public its intention, a strong and intensive public, media 

and governmental reaction occurred. The Puerto Rico Consumer Affairs Secretary expressed his 

firm opposition to any increase in charges by PRTC. Further, the press in San Juan covered the 

issue intensively. In addition, the Board received numerous public inquiries and expressions of 

opposition. Even the legislature became involved, offering a law that would have prevented 

PRTC from eliminating RTB. (See Attachment B) 

Recognizing that the issue was of significance public interest and importance, the Board 

created a docket separate from the general LNP docket to consider only the question of 

elimination of Reverse Toll Billing, Case No. 2003-CCG-006. The Board considered Reverse 
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Toll Billing not as one of the issues involved in the implementation of Local Number Portability, 

but rather as a billing and marketing matter. RTB had been devised as a way for wireless 

carriers to offer an island-wide service to attract customers. It evolved as a “billing” provision in 

local interconnection agreements. The Board therefore believed that the elimination of Reverse 

Toll Billing was a matter which the FCC had specifically left to the States in its 1996 Local 

Number Portability decision5 

On October 9, the Board held a public hearing in this docket at which PRTC alleged that 

the implementation of Local Number Portability, mandated by the FCC, requires a change in call 

routing. This makes RTB technically incompatible with both Local Number Portability and with 

federal requirements for number pooling, according to PRTC. Further, the fact that its parent 

company, Verizon, had eliminated RTB supported its position of technical incompatibility. 

Other companies, particularly those with interconnection agreements at stake, disagreed 

in written comments. Centennial de Puerto Rico, for example, argued that a method of number 

verification, Local Routing Number (“LRN), could be used to overcome any claimed technical 

incompatibility between LNP and RTB. Centehial also argued that the controversy is not about 

technical incompatibility, but about increasing revenues since, with the elimination of RTB, 

PRTC would receive access charge payments for non-local calls, instead of the lower wholesale 

rate paid by the wireless carriers pursuant to their interconnection agreements. 

Other carriers, such as Cingular, Telefonica Larga Distancia and AT&T Wireless, also 

opposed PRTC, arguing that PRTC had not adequately addressed technical issues, and that more 

time is needed to make whatever changes and notifications are necessary. 

In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, 11 FCC Rcd 8352 (1996) at para 63. 
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In Reply, PRTC argued that Reverse Toll Billing must be eliminated in order to comply 

with the FCC’s LNP and pooling requirements, and that elimination must occw on 

November 24,2003, the date on which PRTC would be required to begin porting wireless 

carriers, and pooling certain affected numbers. PRTC saw no alternative since, in its judgment, 

it simply could not comply with federal requirements and maintain RTB. 

The Board’s November 20,2003 Order forms the crux of this Proceeding. After 

considering the arguments of all the parties, the Board determined that the actions proposed to be 

taken by PRTC were inappropriate. First, the Board found that the FCC’s decision on Local 

Number Portability and pooling did not consider in any way the impact those decisions might 

have on Reverse Toll Billing. Thus, there is no specific bar to the continuation of RTB after the 

introduction of porting and pooling. 

The Board then considered other matters, including network configuration, the integrity 

of interconnection agreements, investment, and notification procedures. In each of these matters, 

the Board found that the sudden elimination of RTB would have negative effects. Finally, the 

Board found that PRTC had not produced substantial evidence of a technical impairment forcing 

it to eliminate RTB. 

Accordingly, PRTC was ordered to implement LNP without eliminating RTB. 

C. The Petition 

Shortly after the November 20 Order, PRTC filed its Petition for Declaratory Ruling. 

PRTC repeated its argument that Reverse Toll Billing is technically incompatible with 

intermodal LNP and pooling. It stated that it will comply with the Board’s Order with respect to 

numbers previously assigned to wireless carriers (so-called “native” wireless numbers), but not 

with respect to previously wireline numbers that are now ported to wireless customers. This 
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approach, while compliant, defeats the purposes of porting and pooling and causes unreasonable 

discrimination in violation of Section 202 of the Communications Act, according to PRTC. 

D. Post-Petition Activities 

The Board’s November 20 Order specifically recognized the importance of a future event 

on Reverse Toll Billing and set a public investigative hearing on January 15,2004 for the 

purpose of considering how changes to local calling zones and rate centers would impact the 

elimination of RTB. At the time of the November 20 order, PRTC organized the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico into 68 local calling areas, each covering a relatively small area. 

As a result, a call of relatively short distance between these calling areas would be considered a 

“toll,” or long-distance call and would be affected by changes to the Reverse Toll Billing 

arrangements. However, PRTC had announced plans to reduce the 68 local calling areas to 10, a 

move that would be more consistent with the practice of other local exchange carriers in Puerto 

Rico who offered much larger local calling areas. 

The first changes to the local calling dialing patterns are occurring in early 2004. The 

transformation to 10 local calling areas is expected to be completed by the end of 2004. Thus, 

the number of non-local wireline to wireless calls - those calls affected by the elimination of 

Reverse Toll Billing - would be reduced as the number of local calling areas is reduced. 

Another important fact coming out of the January 15 hearing concerned the number of 

people who had requested intermodal local number portability since it became available on 

November 24,2003. Out of the approximately 1.3 million wireless subscribers in Puerto Rico, 

only 14 had requested that their numbers be ported to a wireless service. The Board was 

surprised to learn of the very small number of consumers who had requested LNP, particularly in 

light of the presumed pent-up demand for the service. 
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The two important facts to come out of the January 15 hearing - that time would 

ameliorate the RTB problem and that there is de minimis demand for LNP - served to affirm the 

Board’s November 20,2003 Order. As will be discussed below, PRTC’s two arguments - 

technical incompatibility and discriminatory treatment - do not support the elimination of 

Reverse Toll Billing at this time. 

11. ARGUMENT 

A. Reverse Toll Billing Is Not Incompatible With Federal Local Number Portability 
and Pooling Resuirements. 

1. PRTC Currently Is In Compliance. 

The principal argument that PRTC makes in its Petition is that RTB is technically 

incompatible with federal portability and pooling requirements. Previously, PRTC could look at 

an NPA-NXX and immediately know which carrier it belonged to and could then “rate” the call 

according to the interconnection agreement it had with that camer. In the new era of porting and 

pooling however, no such quick look suffices. Therefore, PRTC has decided that all non-local 

calls will be passed to the presubscribed intra-island carrier of the wireline customer.6 All such 

calls will be subject to toll charges, no matter what the terms of the interconnection agreement 

say, no matter the confusion and expense caused to the consumer. 

PRTC is plain wrong when it says Reverse Toll Billing cannot be done in a pooling and 

porting environment. PRTC is doing it. In the Petition, PRTC: 

. . . emphasizes that it has implemented intermodal LNP and pooling in 
compliance with the Commission’s deadlines, and all calls to and kom 
ported and pooled numbers are being routed appropriately and without 
delay.’ 

A non-local call is a call with a different rate center and a different exchange area than the originating rate 
center and exchange area. Obviously, in a wireless environment, the notion of actual geographic location is 
not relevant. 

’ Petition at p. 2. 
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Yet, PRTC is also complying with the Board’s Order and has not eliminated Reverse Toll 

Billing. Thus, according to PRTC’s own actions and affirmations, RTB is not technically 

incompatible with Local Number Portability. 

The method PRTC has chosen to retain RTB is simple: maintain the status quo. That is, 

ported numbers are being rated in accordance with their original - or “native” - rate center.’ But 

this solution is fatally flawed, according to PRTC, because it must provide RTB for all numbers 

in that NPA-NXX. Consequently, wireline customers who as a result of porting or pooling have 

a “wireless” NPA-NXX will benefit from Reverse Toll Billing, while wireline customers ported 

to a wireless carrier would not. 

The Board recognizes that perhaps over a long period, this is not the best solution. But, 

in the short term, it is not only a good solution, it is completely compatible with federal 

requirements. Shortly before the Board issued its November 20 Order, the FCC addressed a 

similar issue in a Memorandum Opinion and Order designed to resolve a variety of LNP 

implementation issues.’ In considering a dispute between Bellsouth and Sprint over the rating 

and routing of calls to ported numbers the Commission found that 

To ensure that permitting porting beyond wireline rate center boundaries 
does not cause customer confusion with respect to charges for calls, we 
clarify that ported numbers must remain rated to their original rate 
center.” 

The Board takes this to mean that PRTC’s “native” solution is the preferred FCC solution 

as well and thus is not at all incompatible with federal requirements. 

* A rate center is that point within an exchange area defmed by rate map coordinates used as the primary basis 
for the detennination of toll rates. See Newton’s Telecom Dictionary, 18” Update, Febmary, 2002. 

In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 03-284, November 10,2003, 
(“November Order”). 

November Order at para 39. 

’ 
lo 
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2. 

In addition to the present apparent compatibility of RTB and LNP, PRTC’s argument is 

Reliance on PRTC’s “Technical Incompatibility” Agreement is Misplaced. 

lacking in credibility. First, the Commission should recognize that the entity most likely to 

benefit from the elimination of Reverse Toll Billing is PRTC. Over 51% of all wireline 

customers are presubscribed to PRTC or its affiliate. Consequently to the extent non-local traffic 

is routed to a toll carrier, most of the time PRTC will be that carrier. Further, PRTC will receive 

access charges on the wireline to wireless calls. While we do not agree with Centennial’s 

characterization in the October hearing of this matter as a defacto $250,000,000 rate increase for 

Puerto Rico consumers, the Board does recognize PRTC’s economic incentive to eliminate 

Reverse Toll Billing. It is understandable that, rather than search for a technical solution that 

would allow for Reverse Toll Billing, PRTC would declare defeat and prepare to reap the 

benefit. 

Another assault on PRTC’s credibility comes from the September 19,2003 letter from 

Jon Slater, then President of PRTC. That letter included a “Proposed Message on the 

Elimination of Reverse Billing.”” It was apparently PRTC’s notion that the Board could use this 

message to communicate the elimination of Reverse Toll Billing. Included in the message is the 

following statement, referring to the elimination of Reverse Toll Billing: 

An investment to keep the service in place after the implementation of 
WLNP would make the cost of the wholesale service prohibitive” 

PRTC’s protest that RTB is technically incompatible with LNP is thus revealed to be a 

matter of money, not technology. 

‘ I  See Attachment A. 
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Moreover, during the hearing phase of the Board’s proceeding, PRTC had the 

opportunity to present evidence on the question of overall technical incompatibility. In the 

Board’s judgment, PRTC failed to carry the burden of proof on this issue. In fairness, no other 

carrier provided conclusive evidence on the technical issues. However, PRTC’s failure to make 

a compelling case for long-term (and short-term) technical incompatibility formed the basis of 

the Board’s decision. 

In sum, while there are constraints to the growth of RTB in a pooling and porting 

environment, it is apparent that maintaining the status quo - through “native” RTB -is both 

technically feasible and entirely compatible with federal requirements. Indeed, “native” RTB 

appears to be the FCC’s required solution. Further, PRTC lacks credibility in asserting that there 

is “technical incompatibility.” For these reasons the Board urges the FCC to find that there is no 

technical impediment to maintaining Reverse Toll Billing, consistent with the requirements in 

the November Order. 

B. Compliance With the Board’s Order Does Not Result in Unreasonable 
Discrimination. 

PRTC’s second argument is that its “native” solution will discriminate against wireless 

customers that receive native wireline numbers on their wireless phones (and are thus not eligible 

for RTB) by charging more for calls to them than to “native” wireless customers. This will, in 

PRTC’s judgment, “serve as a powerful incentive” not to port and to reject a pooled number. 

Thus, according to PRTC, not only is there discrimination, but the “native” solution undermines 

the objectives of porting and pooling: reducing barriers to switching camers and ensuring 

sufficient number  resource^.'^ 

’’ Petition at 9 
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Whether or not there is discrimination inherent in the “native” solution, the Board 

believes it is not discrimination in violation of the Communications Act, which prohibits only 

“unjust and unreasonable” discrimination. Nor are the objectives of pooling and porting 

undermined by use of the original rate center - the “native” solution. 

There is a familiar three-prong test to determine whether discrimination has occurred in 

any given case: (1) whether the services are like; ( 2 )  whether there is disparate treatment; and 

(3) whether the disparity is j~stif ied.’~ PRTC argues that because of the different treatment of 

similarly situated wireless customers - one ported and not subject to RTB, the other “native” and 

subject to RTB -there is clear discriminati~n.’~ As a preliminary matter, the Board questions 

whether any discrimination occurs between ported and non-ported customers, since Reverse Toll 

Billing refers to an advantage received by the wireline customer who does not pay long distance 

charges for calls to a wireless customer, not to an advantage received by the ported or non-ported 

customer. 

Notwithstanding our questions regarding whether any discrimination exists, the Board is 

confident that whatever disparity may be caused by temporary reliance on the “native” rate 

center solution, it is entirely justified by the circumstances surrounding the proposed elimination 

of Reverse Toll Billing. Maintaining the status quo while the transition to larger local calling 

areas is made, while the consumer is made familiar with new dialing patterns and charges, and 

while interconnection agreements are renegotiated, would serve the public interest. Certainly, 

maintaining the status quo while parties search for a more permanent technical solution is a 

reasonable justification for the de minimis disparate treatment potentially to be suffered. 

See MCI Telecommunications Corp. v. FCC, 917 F.2d 30 (D.C. Cir. 1990).. 

The opposite case of a wireline customer ported from a wireless carrier receiving RTB would also apply. 

14 

I s  
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Similarly, a temporary prohibition on the elimination of Reverse Toll Billing does not 

undermine the objectives of the federal rules. Consumer porting between wireless carriers would 

not be affected by the “native” solution since all such customers can continue to be reached via a 

native wireless NPA-NXX and thus take advantage of RTB. A customer porting from a wireless 

carrier to a wireline carrier would similarly be reached via his or her native NPA-NXX and 

would be unaffected. Only a customer ported from a wireline carrier to a wireless carrier would 

be deprived of the billing advantage conferred by RTB. However, since that customer has never 

enjoyed the advantage and since seeking the advantage will not factor into her decision making, 

it is unclear how this would undermine the Commission’s pooling and porting requirements.16 

PRTC finds this latter case a “strong disincentive” to port because a new wireless 

customer would not share the advantages of a “native” wireless c~stomer.’~ However, customers 

sign up for wireless plans that often differ from plans offered to other wireless customers without 

engaging in the kind of sibling rivalry that PRTC sees as a strong disincentive. In short, a 

decision to port from a wireline to a wireless carrier will be based on a number of factors, 

including reliability, coverage and price. We sincerely doubt whether the decision will be based 

on the idea that “another wireless customer gets to have RTB and I don’t!’’ 

For these reasons, the Board does not believe that maintaining Reverse Toll Billing is 

either unreasonably discriminatory or a contradiction of the Commission’s rules. 

C. Unilateral Elimination of Reverse Toll Billing Provisions Violates State and 
Federal Requirements 

PRTC’s plan to unilaterally abrogate its interconnection agreements is itself a violation of 

Puerto Rico Law No. 213 and the Communications Act. Under Article 5(e) of Law 213, the 

We remind the Commission that between November 24,2003 and January 15,2004, a total of 14 people 
requested portability to a wireless service. 

16 

” Petition at 10. 
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Board is required to approve interconnection agreements including each of PRTC’s agreements 

containing Reverse Toll Billing provisions. Similarly, Section 252(e) of the Communications 

Act requires state approval. Such approval is meaningless if one party to an agreement has the 

unilateral right to decide when compliance with an approved provision is no longer convenient or 

“compatible.” Typically “change of law” provisions in interconnection agreements require that 

the parties renegotiate the agreement and submit any amendments for approval. If the parties 

cannot agree, there are often provisions that require a proceeding before the Board or the FCC. 

In this case, PRTC alone decided that the implementation of Local Number Portability 

required the elimination of Reverse Toll Billing. However, the matter is not so clear cut. The 

CMRS carriers disagree with PRTC, as does the Board. Further, PRTC is unable to point to any 

FCC ruling that says definitively that RTB and LNP are incompatible. 

In these circumstances, any effort by PRTC to eliminate RTB is an attempt to delete a 

provision of an approved interconnection agreement, without consultation with any other party 

and without approval from the Board. This effort violates state and federal requirements 

concerning Board approval. 

D. 

As the Board has demonstrated, there is no conflict between the November 20 Order and 

The November 20 Order Is Not Preempted. 

the Commission’s LNP and pooling requirements. Nor does the Order cause unreasonable 

discrimination. Because the Commission will not find any conflict, preemption is unwarranted. 
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111. CONCLUSION 

For these reasons, the Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico respecthlly 

requests that the Commission deny PRTC’s Petition for Declaratory Ruling. 

Respectfully submitted, 

THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS REGULATORY 
BOARD OF PUERTO RICO 

BY 
Veronica M. Ahern 
Nixon Peabody LLP 
401 Ninth Street 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
(202) 585-8000 

February 9,2004 
Its Attorney 
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Jon Slater 
Presidente 

J RT-2000-CCG-0001 

September 19, 2003 

Phoebe Forsythe Isales, Esq. 
President 
The Puerto Rico Telecommunications Regulatory Board 
Capital Center 
North Tower, loth. Floor 
235 Hostos Street 
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 

I:.: 
,-> 
. .  
ri. 

Hon. Phoebe Forsythe Isales: 

The Puerto Rico Telephone Company (PRT) is preparing to comply with the FCC 
mandates on intermodal Local Number Portability (LNP) and must make 
modifications to current commercial arrangements for the exchange of traffic 
with wireless carriers. This includes the manner in which PRT bills its customers 
for wireline-to-wireless toll calls. The implementation of number pooling and LNP 
will make it possible for any NPA-NXX to contain both wireline and wireless 
numbers. Technical barriers associated with switching and billing will prevent 
PRT from continuing the reverse billing offering once intermodal LNP is 
implemented. 

With the elimination of the reverse billing offering, all wireline to wireless calls 
will be rated and billed to the customer as either toll or local depending on the 
rate center of the calling patty and the NPA-NXX of the wireless customer. This 
is the same arrangement used today for wireline-to-wireline calls. To allow the 
Puerto Rico Telecommunications Regulatory Board (PRTRB) the greatest amount 
of time for educating customers on the changes, PRT is notifying the PRTRB that 
it will eliminate the provision of reverse billing concurrent with the 
implementation of intermodal LNP. 

PRT wants to work with the PRTRB and the wireless industry in Puerto Rico to 
make the transition to an environment without reverse billing as smooth as 

PO Box 360998 San Juan, Puerto Rico 00936-0998 Tels. 793-1818 / 793-1819 



Hon. Phoebe Forsythe Isales 2 
September 19,2003 

possible. The exact date for the implementation of intermodal LNP in Puerto 
Rico is not known at  this time. As of this date, no Bona Fide Requests have been 
issued by wireless carriers, nor have any agreements been negotiated between 
PRT and wireless carriers for intermodal porting. 

PRT will also notify wireless carriers of the elimination of certain clauses 
associated with the reverse toll billing arrangements contained in the 
interconnection agreements. I n  addition, PRT will be prepared to notify its 
customers of the possible changes to their bills associated with the elimination of 
reverse toll. Attached is a document with suggested language the PRTRB could 
use to communicate to the public the changes associated with the elimination of 
the reverse billing offering. 

The implementation of intermodal LNP in Puerto Rico poses challenges that PRT 
believes can be best addressed by a well-coordinated effort by the 
telecommunications industry. PRT stands prepared to support such efforts. 

Encls. 
c: Jorge L. Bauerrneister, Esq., Member PRTRB 

Vicente Aguirre Iturrino, Esq., Member PRTRB 
Jeanne Habib, AT&T 
Omar E. Martinez-Vazquez, Esq., Centennial Puerto Rico License Corp. 
Francisco Silva, Esq., Cingular Wireless 
Maria Pizarro, Esq., Movistar 
Miguel 1. Rodriguez-Marxuach, Esq., Sprint 
Juan R. Deli2 Roman, Esq., Verizon Wireless P. R. 



Proposed Message on the Elimination of 

Reverse Billing 

With the introduction of local number portability in the coming months, the 
elimination of a wholesale product offered by wireline companies to wireless carriers 
could cause an increase in what some consumers pay to call cell phones from 
traditional landline phones. 

Background 

Area codes are divided into 'rate centers' with their own number prefixes. Calls to 
nearby rate centers are considered local, while those to distant rate centers incur 
intraIsland or regional toll charges. Calls to numbers in more distant rate centers 
incur long-distance charges. 

Because of differences in how wireless and land line networks are set up wireless 
carriers are not obligated to obtain phone numbers in every local rate center, so 
your cell phone could have a number from a rate center distant from your home. 

Years ago, to stimulate the use of mobile phones, wireless carries asked landline 
companies to provide a wholesale service that masks the toll charge for many 
intraIsland calls from land line to wireless numbers. Wireless carriers then 
reimbursed landline companies for those toll charges - a process known as "reverse 
billing". 

Reverse billing products do not allow for the co-existence of reverse billing and 
wireline to wireless Number Portability. An investment to keep the service in place 
after the implementation of WLNP would make the cost of the wholesale service 
prohibitive. Wireless and landline providers are working together to transition away 
from the product in preparation for the implementation of WLNP. 

The change means that the toll charges for some landline calls to cell phones that 
once were paid for by the wireless carriers will now be incurred by the landline caller. 

For such customers, a call from a landline home phone to their cell phone could 
incur per-minute toll charges. 

You should contact your carrier and request a wireless phone number that is in a 
local rate center so you and others can avoid paying toll charges. 
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Phone number portability could add call costs 
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Lwp .. . . 

keep their numbers when switching service providers. This 
kature gives consumers the freedom to migrate to a compa- 
q that offers better services and pricing. 

Tcriron Wireless and PRT are ready to comply with the 
. '  nundate, which will lead to noy induatry behaviors:' said 

Landline LWP, also known as 
intermodal LNP, allows customers to 
convert their residential or business 
numbers to wireless. However, if PRT 

TheSanhanStprj ~. 59 
. .  

take no longer than two and a hdll' hours to complete," 
Guzmdn raid."One ofthe bcnelitr ofWLNP is that customers 
will be free to select the best service out there." 

While the transition rhouid bc rcamlerr to customcn,com- 

panics have had to overhaul their systems to launch WLNP, he 
raid. 

"We're still negotiating contracts and conducting tests with 
other carricrs,"Gurmln raid. 

3EPI 
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PRT must justify rates, board to consult with FCC 

plot thickens on las Colinas land Mes 

la "A. 
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law professor defending rights of 
women through Planned Parenthood 
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PRT reacts to controversy on number portability 

Malpractice rates force hospitals to  insure themselves 



5 Free calls to mobile phones at final Capitol hurdle 

&m Ury. lln4s, nF.1 hrb. a m o r e d  Senate Bill 2508 to prolect c o n s m e n  from 
new toll cnarger wnen Local NumOer Ponaolpol s t a m  neht week 

billing system. 
Far example. P0nc.r residents who rnll a 

wirdess telephone could start paying per- 
minutelongdistmcefeeswhen crUingnwirr- 
l a  phone, as most are registered in the Sin 
luan metmpolitan area 
The company did not say how much it wnuid 

charge after LNP's Nw. 14 start date. However. 
the announcrment drew immediate u p p -  
tian fmm wireless carriers that said impsiq 
long-distance Ices went against the best inwr- 
ais of ldcphone customers. 

Bill LSO8 proposes unending Law 211, i l ~ i  
h w n  a6 the Puerto Rim Telecom Act, tu 
empower the Telecommunications Regulatory 
Baud to pmrnt PKT from imposing the new 

Whii the measure sded smoothly through 
the Senate, it w s  held back from a quick 
H o w  approval allegedly because of external 

Among those who allegedly called House 
representatives asking them to blwk the bill 
WJ Fo&s Chief of SUR ctsu Miranda. 

"e improperly intervened with the Irgisla- 
tive pmcesr: Tuado paid when he c d e d  law 

per-minute charges. 

grssum on sevd legidatoa. 

oaidrvada 
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Santander Securities 
Le da la bienvenida a: 

r Manuel Diaz Collazo 
Senior Vice Presidenthvestments 

y a su equipo de trabajo: 

Maria del Pilar Catoni 
Financia1 Consultant 

Migdalia Gonzhlez 
Registered Sales Assistant _1 

db Santander 
securitiu - 

T - ~ , m ~ ~ L m S J m ~  WJW) PRW3171825 
TILmJ€#dSM. 1-88b7%o.U &-.- 7871--. 787 -5 

% ~ 3 a d o P b L a w i l l  
&iU m h  mtSmil- 
lion capital W i o n  next 
year with M M dab yt fw 

mats to the hotel's guest 
mam. 

El Conquistador will 
shanty be how to 65 new 
one-. two- and thm-bed- 
mom cuilu, wbirh will sell 
for between $395,000 and 
ls%.ooO and may bc. ui is 
Ih case with the aisting 
units,uwdbythe wnen s a  
condo or rental out by thc 
boa 

the y" or in Janwy is a 
4MO-squn-hot infmity 

L a  Casibs. 

cheUJin0 Umll 0impmVc- 

liL0 crpccvd m open late 

rwiMnip0al in the area of 

mMarlin€a"BayBayWilllina- 
ly hms(hedukd air Jmip 
due to a W struck with 
M%N hviian w k h ,  start- 
ingtrrm 2 5 . d  be 6 y i i  nine 
and I9-ruten onxheduleto 

. . , . . . , 

VtqUradbaCk. 
CONIC Mid tbc wmmn- 

walth pwrnment has 
pmmixd as well that 
h r i u n E a & w U b e p  
xh&d service lo the 
neighhung idand DK IS. 
He MMdm thal oLn vdh 

seeany p m h  fora &. 
But not all is pritive. 

insurance rates for ocear- 
h n t  hot& is becoming 
mon and more pmhibitive 
withsom hotdsalch as rhe 
Wpdhm in St, Thomas. 
oping m rdf-inrurr @ 
diurtrr. 

Healso nMed &at the u&- 
ty pmbkms and costs in 
puerto Rim ax mdring busi- 

~ ~ u s t s i n c e ~ l o u r e k c t r i c  
bills have jumped 40 per- 
cent: he %sit %& water 
K n i c e a t t h e C o q u i s ~ r  ii 
bemming worn and worse 
due LO thc inadequate infra- 
S~NC~UIC. Even though we 
haveal.5milliangallonrtor- 
agc there. which lasts fiw 
days. this k no longer ruffi- 
Cient." 
cortcv said each time he 

has to buy water for the 
Canquistldorilcarb936,~ 

lb i&t in€auEaydWI 

cnrlesenntedlhatinmsing 

"euverydiffrulL 

a %. 

nor's back to seize power 
kloonging IO the legislative 
branch.' 

W p b  to reach Miranda 
But The STAR learned were w d  Monday 
kpr. Roberto Maldanado Several sources said 
md House Vice President Miranda's allged 4 s  auld 
L d n d  P h a  were csllrd npmntawn0ii  of inter01 
iaww, both denied having hawse of hir past employ- 

with Ln mntwithPFX "y w- 
~ M I J I C I M W ~ I  Thyalsopintputthatbe 
tK& hu been matiwed P a 
~ ~ s a i d ~ s i n ~ -  plltdal-m* 

h n c e  %iundd be F w s y ? h e ~ a s ~  
rcprmdvd and shars bow of h e  T c h m  Re$aIory 
bevnnbehindthegaver- B o d  

. .  

lokyo Stock8 open mixed, 
dollar down agalnst yen 



Final convention center contract awarded 

T * u x ~ . a ~ E . a t r I n b * P n n d s i s s h o w n u n d e r c o n s t r u c t i o n  in this July8fllephoto 

pending measures, including h i e  BG 
2508. that mu!d blcd tdecommwiatbns 
carriersfmmhargin Mllfenoodsfmm 
lan&emvuireksstJ+ma. 

Mmda said he mted to akn lgidatm 
that that the bill couldpnunpt an area reg- 
ulated by the Federal Communiutions 
Commission and the local 

The m u s u n  was a p p d  k d a y  in a 
legidatbe mnfmnce cemminee and wll bc 
submitted for Go". Caldet6ds .sigaature 
before the end of this week, a ItldSLtive 

~ ~ e c O m m ~ i ~ ~ O N  kgUhv&ard. 

Ex Pwposr of Bill 2508 is to mend  Law 
213. alsa known as the Puotc Rim Tdleircom 
AntoempcmrthebovdwiththekgdabiL 
ity to pmat carrien fmm unpsmg pr- 
minute rptes on landline to wireless ds. 

Theisruecameupseveraiwecksago,when 
Puena Rico Telephone mouncrd it would 
implement char lor those & after Local 
N u m b e r ? 0 r t a b ~ I i n N m . 2 %  
LNP wll kt customers main their tele- 

phooe numbera when migrating from one 
wireless ani0 to anothcr and when w i t h .  

IgenderTkboardakohastheauttmriqto 
set the rules about how local & shauld be 
~ l e d a n d d r ~ e d w h i c h t h c b i l l m ~ d ~ ~  
thrr enlorce. 
Miranda said the wnlcntof Bill 2508 is an 

issue under consideration af the board. 
"Dur rnpansibility is to inform. whol we 

have knowledge, of fads that could lead 9 
dovbtaabrntbevLbidtbebE~4 .  
Mirsndahas been rnPntm.4 BS mC md 

passibieprcsidentafthebQaniHe isabrrner 
dirrctar OfPRTs regulatory f i r s  &Miah 

W a  Mid k is not oppwd to a w- 
surrtharmuldprmenmnsumrsfmmnew 
-but the baud shauldbethc m 
p p 6 ~  judpenb He said he will not abstain 
from miring tbe meaSUre when it +es 
La Fonalnm for approVa, noting thar 'no&- 
ing Win happen until the board ~ ' p r r ~ s c ~  
itsdfontheicnvr 

On!dw&y,T&raid thegowmorhwM 
DOT allow Mirodln to pai$op?.te in *cur- 
sions d a t e d  to lhis bill. because of his 
annnpted intermlion with the legislathr 
pow.  

Commercial bankruptcies up 6% as of October 
BY HECTOR EERRIOS FIGUEROA 
@??S*Y%*.M~ 

he number of bankruptcy cases filed in October 
decrescdIpncenlto1,314ompi~dwith 1,333fortbc T same month last par. 

Far he IO-month period ended Oct.3t.tkre WR 11.698 fil- 
ings, dawu 4.5 prrceenl fmm 12,254 for the same period last 
p i .  r imding Io rlaljslicr released Tuesday by Nolrtin dr 

ihnYl Yl 

- - 
Puert0 Rim 

However, approximately 775 commercial bankruptcies had 
k e n  filed as of Od. 31, up 6 percent from 729 in the year-ago 
perind. 

The top five commercial sectors with h highest incidcncc of 
bankruptcy cases were construction mntractors, with 69 61- 
ings; tru&rs, 36 fdings: cafetmias, 34; restaurants, 27; and 
balrrries.26 filings. 
As of October, I W  c a m  havetwo filed under the Chapter 1 I 

calip'y, down from 115 cases &d as of October 2002. Undo 
Chapter 11 p m m b n ,  busmeres arc able to reorganize thur 
finances while krepingcomml ofthe operation. 

The number of (sapter 13 uses fkd during thc fist 10 
months of they" was &%7, up 5 pmrnt fmm 8,086 m e  
fled in the wr-ago pcriod. Chapter 13 cam am filed by indi- 
viduals looking to liquidate debt by crlablirhin$ rqmymm! 

P1~ucsr.r "IlAh'~~L'PITIES.'~~~, ( 6 ,  



Consumers spared more local long-distance charges for now 
Telecom Board halts 
landline-to-wireless charges - 
pending further study 
BY MICHELLE KAWTROW V U Q U U  
%%E?--- 

uerlo RicoTdcpbonecaMot ~xlong-distarxc feesw 
landline to w i d m  calls when Local Number Portability P starts Monday, as per a Telecommunications Regulatory 

Board order issued Thursday 
Consumers will be spared from seeing any new charges until at 

least Jan 15, when the board will hold a hearing on the maftcr. 
agency President Ph& Forsythe kales said Iak in the day 

The hard ated negative impaa on consumers and conflicts 
related to existingintermnnection wen& with wirelas CPT- 
riers as reasons for halting PRT hum effecting the new charges. 

When LNP sms Nov. 24, consumers will bc able to keep their 
telephone numbus when witdung wireless carriers and when 
converling landline raidential numbers to wireless. 

But in Septemba, PRT o f f i d s  said the company could not 
impkment the latter feature, known as intermodal LNP, unless it 
eliminated mrse toll billing. 

Reverse toll billingwas effected in the early 1990s between PRT 
and the local wireless carriers to do awav with IOU c h a m s  relat- 

- 
I board for an injunction against PRT's decision 

Alma pilar, general manager of Centennial, applauded th 
board's d e c i s i o n k u s e  it shows that the TRB is on the con 
sumer's side and has Seen that we Qnnot allow the whim of on 
company to decide the future of Punto RicoS telecom industry 

AEcordiogtotheorder,PRTfailcdtoproveduringa hearingla$ 
month that it would not be able to implement LNP without elim 
inating reverse toll bw. 

The agency also said that PRT did not give wireless carrier 
enough time to plepare for an v t e d  change in calling rraffi 
that could result from the elimination of reverse toll b X i .  

Wireless networks could pa dogged by an overwhelmin 1 amount of traffic that might result il people o p ~ d  to use mObP 
plmnes to avoid theluldline-to-mobilcphonc chargcs,industr 
source said. 

'Thcbonrd dmw thuPRl'spmpaaal would have a negativ 
impan on telephoM nbwor*sp according to the order. IOU 
action is necessary to pmolt a network downgrade." 

Eliminating reverse toll billing would also mean consuma 
wouldbe~uirrdtodial'l"befnctheI0-digitmobdenumbe 
which the board said would be an added burden on consumers 

PRToff i~oo&rrdonlyabridstatementTh~ahutth  
board's decision. 

W e  m i d  the board's resolution and order this afternoo 
and w legal team is reading and reviewing it to determine tb 
course of anion we will follow,* said n e w  Molina de Bachma 
vice president of PRT's corporate communications division. 

The impcnding imposition of new long-distance rates for lanc 
line-to-wireless telephones also dmv the attention of legislator 
who submitted a Ian-minute bill last week to authorize the boar 
to ban such action. 

rd to calls originating lrum landlinc &phones autsidrlhe San 
lubn mctrupoliian area to wirelns units. 

Thr agreement has represented signiracaiii savings for con- 
sumen on prr.minute fees that carriers have abrorbd.  Thc sav. 
rngs served as a bencfii lor the carriers whu wshed to mcrease 
market penetratron of wireless phones. 
*I hdw brcnstupped un thcrlrert by peoplrsaying'Whai aboui 

tha i  I O  i rn t ia  mmua?~inpossibirlongdislanrrcharges]."saia pon~thcorderstaics. 
Forsylhe I d r s  "kght now, w're orderrng h a t  il leliminalrng 
r r v m e  1011 billing] d o n  not go iniu chct." 

Reverse toll bilhng i s  included as a dause In rnterionnrction 
agtcemrnts betwren PRT and thr six local wirzlcss carriers. 

P u w b  Ilu 1J.Jou h84 a r y . o W  ta  b~ ab* ta ohaao 
M - d l s t l w  I n s  on cnls from rural lanoline to 
wire.ess phones when Loca. Number Ponao.lity goes 
into effect on Monda). 

' Y R I ' I  proposed amon could haw rhc cffrct of u n l a i d h  
mdermming thosr C O I I I I I F I ~ ,  a position the board canmi 521 . 

Carriers darned P W s  deciuon would not only r m ~ i  rn b r e m  
~dcontract but could cusi cunsumers mdlionra year rn longdir. 
Lance lea .  

On Thmday. Centennial de Purrto Rico fded a pinion ai th. 

Howmvcr. thr bill authored by Scn. Cud0 Tirado, PDP-ai larg 
pi stuck in thr House latc Monday when House Speaker Cark 
Vncarrondo held it from fual v o t q .  

Tirado blaricd Wzrarmndo's actions during I news conlcrrn' 
Tnursday. 

The measurC was also IoUowrd closely bv Chid of SiaK 0 s ;  
~liianaa.~hoadmittedtocaUrngrcwrslI~aiorslo alert the, 
ihbi the bdl could conflict with federal mandates. 

bdl several telrcom sourcrs haw told The STAR that tl 
Frjrral CommunKations Commission has delegated thr PM 
in ovcrree how local calls ax handlrd and charged to local '(BL 
.aiory agenoes 

1 Bill to merge development agencies headed for La Fortaleta 
bill to merge theCommerce Dwelopment 
Administration .and Pmmoexport is on A its way to La Fortaleaa for the governor's 

signature after being passed by the Legislature 
this week, Antonio %sa Pascual, who beads 
both entities. said Thursday. 

House Bill 4241 would create a new public COI- 
poration called the Puerto Rico Commerce and 
Export Co., which would operate under the 
Department of Economic Development and 
Commerce. The new law is slated to po intn 
effect 90 days afier being signed 1%: thc ~ l ; c ~ - .  

nor. 

- 
the international market: Sora said m a press 
release.'[Thisl in turn contributes to strength- 
ening Punto Rim's economy and creating and 
retainingjobs: 
For the past three years, Sosa bas been a1 the 

helm of both Ggancrcial Development Co., 
which ai+na.a@d mediun-siu businesses, 
and PIomoapOrC which promotes exports of 
locally produced goods and services. They cur- 
rently operate as separate entities under the 
Department of Economic Development and 
Commmr,which is headed hr Miltiin Sqarra .  

It is undcsr whether Sora x-iU hcsG the n m  
corporsrian.Hed~oo.rct--r $:. !: 7:. 57.1.F. 
clr Tm7;2: 

,.. . 
correct the îd&cti%ness" and  *bureai&a< 
latent in the existing entities, which has htl 
local busidasis  at the mercy of bigger corpra-  
tionr, Gustavo V&i, a chid aide to House Vice 
President k rd inand  PPrez, told The STAR earti- 
dlhis year. 

The new public corporation will receive leg- 
islative allotments granted to the Cammenu 
Dpwlopment Co. for six years. 

These include E6 million for the Vaiemplm 
program subsidizing wages and $6 million 101 
operating erpensrs. Pramocrpn, a public M. 
pra t ion ,  generales income from its leasing a! 
warehoiiie at Free Trade Zone KO. $1, Ah+, i! 
nunqa.  



BNsiness Way, Nav+ 21.2003 

You can take your cell number with you, but where to go?. 
. . . .. , . . . . 

oiic lcavc! Pick mc! 
CeU phone companies are blanketing D the market with price cuts, extra min- 

uta, premium serviccs ;nd sleek handsels to 
lurc customers from rivals and make sure their 
own subscribers don't bolt corn? Monday. 

That i s  when n m  federal rules will begin thal 
allow legions of dissatisfied coslnmers and 
bargain-hunters to switch wireless com)pnics 
without losing their cell numbers. 

Wireless phone companies tried hard to 
block the rule from 1akingeffecI.but a r e t r y g  
to make the best of it now that it is here, ban- 
ing customers with some ofthe most generous 
deals w i .  

They are offering more minutes and cheaper 
rates, camera phones and other cuttingedge 
handsets, as well as enhanced features such as 
fastrr Internet connections and walkie-talkie 
serviceb. 

T-Mobile. for example, expanded its free 
weekend calling feature to include all day 
Friday, the busiest calling day of the week. 

Sprint and Cingular have t&n a similar tack. 
otierine to roll back the start time for ofheak 

A hocki  fan talks on hls coll phone during the Atlanta Thrashers game wlth the Boston 
Bruins in Atlanta. Wednesday. 

mistake compared with new deals down th 
road. 

Vcriin, Cinguh and AT&T Wireless hav 
set up Web pages where customers frnm othe 
companies can pre-register to switch. Thos 
customers on expect to receive phone call9 1 
e m &  with cdphonedeals.0ther compank 
are pmviding information on their sites abm 
how to switch over p u r  number to them. 

Estimates of how many people will switc 
vary widely, ranging from s w e a l  million to i 

high as 30 million in the first year 
For the mast p u t ,  ceU phone compani' 

haven't pegged their pmmotions to the ne 
phone numbn rules, which are mandated I 
the kderal  Communications Commissio 
Instead, they are touting the deals as holid 
sales pitches designed m offer the besl servi 
possible. Vcrizon. in particular, has tried 
maintain a bushes-as-usual posture. 

Mcamvhie, the FCC on Thursday denied 
q u e s t  ham a mdc group to tempom 
postpone the new des.  

"I dont want m be arrogant here. but if y 
noticed, d of the other carriers are alrea 
doing their advert- and pie-positioni 
themsehns:'said V e r h n  CEO Ivan Seidenbc 
during an earnings conference call Oct. 

~~D 
calling liom 9 p.m. to 7 p.m. The option costs 
$5 a month at Sprint,and $7 at Cingular,which 
is also oiferina 500 extra minula  lor cus~ 

"This is an issue for everyone else to worr 
lot about and for us to keep doing what W 

doing." 
cell phone users are under contract and subject 
to stiff penalty imr if the) icrminalr early. 

And, if the competition turns especially 
fierce, today's bargains could prove a costly 

~ o m m  I O  use'ii they exceed their monthly 
all01mn11. 

This week. AT&T Wireless unveiled major 
upg>aJr.5 in  sprrd and iraturrs lor its wirclrss 
data SC~YICO. Ncxt, thr company plans tu cut 
tllc chai~,.s 108 calla ahovr ii subscriber? 
~ n ~ o m l ~ l ~  aliowanw to R oi [J C P ~ S  yet minutt. 
down liom 25 to 40 cents. Previously. it also 
halvcd the c h a r g  lor rxlla phones on art 
accomt toS9.99a month. 

Also this weck, Sprint lamchcd an aggres- 
sively pircrd walkir-talkie seryice,an area long 
dominted bv Nextel. whicb 
along with ierizon Wireless 
Bas generally slood on the 
siddincs of the marketing 
lrenzy 

Hut e ~ c n  Verizon, which is 
thc markel lcades and insists 
there i s  no need to go beyond 
i ts normal holiday oticrs, is 
pushirig a 2-for-] deal on a 
Nokia handset and cut the 
price on an LG camera phone 
to $100 after a $50 mail-in 
rcbatt. 

Thr catch? 
Mosi olthese dcak require 

an agreement to stay with the 
same company for a year or 

"It's a lot cheaper to keep an 
existing customer than 
acquire a new one," said 
Cingular spokesman Clay 
Owen, noting that it costs 
about $354 in rnarkrting and 
promotions to sign up each 
n m  customer. 

If there's one reason thal 
many would-be switchers 
may choose io  stay put for 
now, it's that about 75 percent 
o l  the nalion's I52  million 

WO. 

Even bo,wireIess companies are clearly eager 
to steal customers iron1 tlicii rivais. especially 
those subscribers with no contrail or pmalt? 
lees to worry about. Many have wanted to 
switch for somc tinie,but didn't umt to  gave up 
an errablished cell nurnbe,. 

"11's a pond idra becausc you d u d  haw IO trll 
weiyon? your new number: said ?I-?rar.ald 
Kenny Richardson of Atlanta, the c i ty  with the 
highrst percentage of households with niobilr 
phones."Hut then you have to deal with tlir 
new can1racts.~' 

Build a foundation for 
your future 
In todays volatile mhrketplrce.  chooi in(  
t h e  right mix of a s se t s  i s  essent inl  fur schirv.! .g 
your financial goals. Morgan  Stanlqy's IrtE 
semina r  wil l  help you examine  [he i m p o n a n r c  
oflror.ds in a diversified ponlulio t h a t  ba l an res  
\'our specific risk tolerance a n d  long.tcrm w a l s  

Seminar: Making the Most of Your 
Money in Today's Bond Market 

D a w  Tuesday, December 2,2003 
Tune GOO p.m. 
Place. Ranker8 Club 

Popular  Cen te r  
H a l o  Re! 

C a l l  787-759-2800 to r e s e r v e  y o u r  spnre. 

273 Ponce de Leon A v e n u e  
S u i t e  1200. Scotiabank Plaza 
San Juan. PR 00917 
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PRT sets its own date for flew long-distance charges 
BY MlCHELLE KANTROW V A Z Q U U  
<lCC,* ~ia";"or"llilim~m.oll 

j .ll ;:,a 3it 

long-distance rates when LNQ starts Monday 
PUT said in a prepared statement it will 

eliminate reverse toll billing agmmcnts in 
four monthr,'when the impact to the market 
will be less ar P result oi A planned access 

of LNP. which allows mmumers to migrate 
iram unrwirelerrcarriermanorhcrandfmm 
a landlinr company to a wireless pmvider. 
whiir keeping their telephone number. 

PUT claimed in September that it would be 

billing will be decided at the hearing." 
In the statement. PRT claimed putting off 

the start of long-distance charges to wirricar 
4 1 s  until April will work out better because 
intra-island long-distance rates will be lower 

UCIL Kiio Tclcphane will put oifelim- 
inating rrvrrie tall billing agreements P wah  wireless carriers until Aoril I ,  charm reduction and the expansion of local unableto keep trackoltheoriRinof thenum- thenand calling zones willbedifferent. ~~~ 

.ountering a recent Te1ecommuni;ations 
:<qulaiory Board order to address the issue 
." ianuary. 

The carrier announced late Friday it will 
;omply with the other part of the board's 
,order requiring it to launch Local Number 
Portability Monday, alongside every other 
local and stateside carrier as mandated by the 
Federal Communications Commission. 

The annoancement came only one day d e r  
the TUB banned PRT fmm effecting new 

calli& zones:' 
Reverse toll billing is the term given to ml- 

untary agreements PKT struck with wireless 
carriers in the 1990s to spur the mobile 
industry. Wireless carriers agreed to absorb 
long distance iees far landlinr calls ourside 
the inetio area to wireless units. which are 
mu& activated in San Juan. 

This translated into hefty savings for ion. 
sumrrs a yearly basis. 

But  the picture has changed with the onset 

. 

brrr m d  thuiwould have to eihinate reverse 
toll billing. 

The issue was thc subject of a board hearing 
last month. On Thurdsday. the agency banned 
PUT from imposing m y  new long-distance 
charges until the matter is scrutinized in a 
public hearing Ian. 15. 

Board President Phoebe Fonythe lsales war 
unaware of the PRTs announcement late 
Friday, and refrained from commenting 
except to say that the "future of reverse toll 

PUT will reduce the per-minute fees it 
charger long-distance carriers from 9 cents to 
6.4 cenb in lanuary, which should translate 
into lower rates far mnsumers. 
The company wiU dm begin to reduce local 

caUingmnesfram68to IOtoWicvethe bur- 
den that eliminating reverie toll billing will 
have on Puerro Rico consumers and will p m ~  
vide the telecom industry the time needed to 
develop new offen to respond to this ChAngC.'' 

~ 

Fund boards still not upfront with investors 
?Zf&;EEECK 

heir Eharrhaldns. 'IC, with many funds under inmtiga- D tionforimpmperuading.itappearsbaardmembers dd- 
rit haw advethat any bad behavior wupingon. 

And now,mnwith rhis d i n  hdIview.someboardsarit 

In mcnt months, m y  ofthe nathis m u d  funds have beol 

short-tem,-i'in and out" tradiry: of hudf inrendcd to be longer- 
terminvestmentr.MarlvtILningislugdylegalbutmanyfunds 
pmhibit it. Others allegedly participated in late trading" - an 
long aiter the market doses. 

it would be unrealistic to aped hoards to m a h r  every trade 
at every fund, but the troubles hitting many of these $ms aren't 
isolated. one-time m u .  

So fund directors axan  the hat seat for missing the wmngdo- 
ing. 'her& no telling-tly why these seriou infractions wre 
overloo!4, but huo possible  WON are mntlict of inlerest and 
mmev 

NEWYORK 
Irectors of mutual funds have one primary m k  10 PIOtKt 

krrpingimcsronasinfarrnfdasthq~ddte. 

accuwd of allowing select NTtomers to use market timing: or 

pradce Of XCrptmg buy and d O & S  L the 4 Q.m. pflce 

~~ 

~t simng wtua~ ~unds. for instance, the haxi chairman h ~ l  m i a s  psiilj.susd;ct 
b e e n R i m a r d S l r o n & w h o r e d ~ ~ m ~ " t h a m ~ m ~ -  Asithlmsout,theporrfoliomanageroithatfundwassuspmd- 
tiple inguin& into his pemnal trading of the company's hinds. ed in September m i d  questions about market timing. % fund 
Healsoservrd,andcantin~todos~asaboardmemberasweU wmpany,Auianrr CapialManagement,k also under invest@ 
as chairman and CEO of Stmng Capital Management. the in-1- tian by regularon. 
ment adviser to Strong M u t d  Funds. AndwenthaughLisvandalhasrairedawarenasofd~cLOrS 
b whane,intemt did he put t he  the shareholders or his mm- mpomibditie& some boards still aren't so quick to aa 

P Y !  Mornin&slar's Kinnel pints wt that some funds haw said little 
There is also big money to be made ar a mutual fund director. or nothing to shareholders in the wake of this scandal.hmg the 

Each hind technically operates as its own wmpany and theretolr lrm he cites is federated Investors, which informed hmton m 
has iu owqboard. But often the m e  board governs all  the h n d s  Oct 22 that therr may be late trading or mark1 timing in ils 
at agivenvencompany.which CM mean theramedirectorrareouer- iunds,butha~pttodsdosewhi~fundsareunderinvertigation 
seeing dpvnsofdifferent funds. That makes it tri.&y for shareholders to figure out whether 
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PRT asks FCC t o  override board orze 
uerto Rico Telephone has asked the Federai 
Communications Commission to override an order the P Tdecommunications Regulatory Board irrucd two 

weeks ago banning it from impasinglong.distancr charges on 
landline to wireless calls. 

In its petition, PRT daimed thc board's Nov. 20 order i s  
inconsisant with federal requirements for Local Numhcr 
Portability, a change that went into elfect last week to l a  con- 
sumers migrate from one wirrlcrr carrier to another and from 
landline to wircless while keeping their telephone numbers. 

Several weeks before LNP started, PUT amounted that it 
would have to begin chvging 1011s for calls that had previous- 
lv been free to con~umers by eliminating its reverse toll billinn 

Wlrelerr carriers absorbed the costs. 
The announcement caused immediate reaction from wire- 

less carriers which claimed that PRT did not give them 
enough time lo  prepare for the elimination afthc contnctual 
clause. 

The board and the legislature also stepped in to prevent the 
change. resulting in an aborted bill and the TRB order pro- 
hibiting PRT from doing away with ~ C Y C R ~  toll billing until 
after Jan. 15, when a hearing is scheduled on the matter. 

In its petition fkd Nw. 26, PRT told ths FCC that LNP and 
another concept called number poling cannot be achieved 
without eliminating the agrcrmcnts. 
PRT explained LNP and number poling (a method of 

assigning new phone numbers) dcprnd on using a tdcphonc 
number's first six digits - known in the industry as the NPA- 
NXX code - to determine which carrier serves that number. 

have discontinued their reverse toll billing 0fferings:'thc cm- 
pany claimed in its petition. 

However, PRT said that it will comply wilh the board's orda 
not to eliminate rcwsc toll billing agreements with regsrds IO 
numbers already assigned to wirclrsr curins, whicb are not 
wrtrd. 

agreements with wireless carriers. Th& agreements, fro; 
the early days of wireless phonesspared consnmers from pay- 
ing long-distance charges on landline calls to mobile ohones. 

The implementation of pooling and LNP results in the scat- 
tering of numbers among providers, thus disabling PRT fmm 
matchina a carrier with a number. PRT claimrd. 

' PRT daimed the board's order covm an issue that thc FCC 
has already decided upon. thus is preempted by the fednal 

Retailer-friendly program aims to increase tourist spending 
BY HECTOR BERRIOS FIQUEROA 
!%@*?E%!!!!?e+F! 
01 TWEIW Ban 

Id San Juan retailers can either do busi - 
ness as usual or they can become 0 "frimdr"ofthe city and inom sales. 

Amigos de San Juan IFrimds of Sari Juan] i s  
th? name ofthe propmpresented Wednesday 
b? the San Juan Municipality and the 
Corporation io1 the Enlreprenrurid and 
Cultural Developmm 01 Sa" )"an (Gdmisa). 

Tihr propani aims to improw the image ai 
r ~ i d i l  rstablirhnirnts and increase tourism and 
w m w ~ '  spending. 

" i lw IS B combined eflart to pramotc bua- 
n i w s  that oiler good service. quality and that 

a n m  image: Codevisa Director Marisoi 
l i i c ~ ~ a  said at DRSS codererue Wednesdar 

nitwe and hardware stores, pharmacies, ha& 
and mtauupdnls. 

By joining thc program, - free a1 cost lor 
retailen - busiiesses benefit horn h e  pro- 
mations and events sponwred by the 
Municipality 

"We haw already inwsted nearb J30,wO 10 
promote the program and thr businesses that 
participatf in it:' said Sun Juan Mayoor large 
Santini. 

Amigos de ban ]"an participants IPIC~VP a 
stiikrr wilh the propranis logo to be displapd 
on lhe ertablirhmem's window. 

All vehicles 01 the San Juan Trolley trans- 
portation system will also carry thelog. 

'The program and lhhe paniripeing busi- 
nesses wili also be featured in newspaper ads, 
tourist information booths m San han. and 

r- 
I 
i 

, .  
&>e than '40 retail establishments' are 

alnadv in the Dm,rofam, including jewelry, fur- 
activities by Ihc Pucrto Rico Convention 
Bureau.the Hotel and TwoirmAssociation and . .  . 

a number a1 subsequent studies that it will 
release periodically. 

Thenextstudvwill bcconduord bvawarch 

, troin Yap? 3; 
Reform 

firm €studios fknicor and should be read? m 
ianuarv to show thf (OSIS of maintainin0 full- 

MllJA rdrainrd lrom rewaling the rcsults 0 1  
tht SU~VPI hrtorr to the Novemher primaries 
to"not inlluenrc or prejudice voters," Cordcro 
Slli 

" l ln r  ,,oh jrai not conducted to ~valuaw 
iympathirr lor candidates or political parties. 
and t i c  w e n  no, craluating a legislative 
adminiatmion. hut rathcr Yu~r to  R i d s  I q .  
1sIative m s t i t u t d  Cordcio said. 

MlDA will cominue I (>  ;obh?mp efforts with 

time Idgislators. 
Industry SOUTCPI knowledgeable w n h  the 

legislative process said Wdnerday that local 
lull4mc lawmakers t a r n  an average of 
$120,000 including salary, h o d  stipends, 
tramportation and mobile tdcphone benefits. 
The amaunt i s  about lour times what it costs 
to pay stateside legisistars lor similar or more 
work, they said. 

"We can DO longer carry the weight of our 
legislature which ast i  citizens more than 
'400 mXin  over a four-year term:' Corder0 

Marlsol Diepp, dinotor of the Corpontlon lor the Entrepreneurlal and Cultural 
Development of San Juan, explains Amigos d e  San Juan, a program 10 improve the 
image of retail establishments and increase tourists' spending in the old city. 

-- 
political nonscnse 7% 
Corruplion,scandaIs 8% 
A p p m d  of mcessafy  

Not meting P.R's needs 14% 
Lack ofvision, diredon 42% 
None 7% 
Source: Research & Researd, 

bills 11% Ala! 7% 
Sam< 44% 
None 45% 

\ourcc Research & Research 
No opinm 5% 

ad  

brrlorrstwonfirknor 
in th R R w t l u e  
Ala! 7% 
Sam< 44% 
None 45% 

\ourcc Research & Research 
No opinm 5% 

the Chamber of Lommerrr: satd Dieppa. eniplayee,amongothcrRqulsites."Wewill also 
To join the propram. busnmr owners must haw mystery shoppers who will visit stores to 

pmv that theirfal.ilitirsa~ingoodiandition, maltesurethqo~e~fergoodsrrvicrinord~rtabe 
and hi the stoic has at lmst one biliual pan of the pmgram: said Dieppa. 

12W honur. 
"Christmas bonuses are a touchy subject:' 

~d Orlando Mercado. practice leader on wm- 
pensation for HewittAssoclates.'But I think it 
is incorrect to compare the private and public 
sectors. hivale companies seck profitability, 
and everything in thc company, even bonuses 
must be attadud to that god." 

Private sector bonuses 
While local government law cstablirhcs a 

minimum bonus compcnralian.somr statistics 
show that market compelition might be doinga 
fair jobolregulalingthcmar~t. 

According to a PRMA survey, 67 percent of 
the companies pay employees more than the 
S2W gowmmmt-mandated bonus. 

01 these campanicr. 47 pcrcent ofler percent. 
a.i boriaaer wilhocit mu> ' X , w  T ~ I C I  ranpr 

between 2 percent and 8 percent oibase salary. 
One growing trend in the survey am compa- 

nies that are attaching ('hristmas bonuses to 
yearly performance. 

Approximately 11 pacenl of the companies 
that exceed the government-wablishei bonus 
UIC a performance formula IO determine the 
amount IO be paid. 

Richhl  said that the numbcr hashecn on the 
rise lor the past few years. 
"I hi& w ur going to see mare and more of 

that: he said. "When you start handing out 
banuser withaul a thought to perlormancc, you 
arc dduting you're profitability and your cif- 
r i enq  In thc long run, everybody loses." 

It is precis+ the gwernment's bending to 
political pressures h t  have turned the public 
sector into a bloated bureaucracy, Rientohl 
said. 

"Don'lgclmevr0ng.l am lhrlirstonelosup. 
port a 1.w) p m n t  Christmas bonus:'he said. 
"As along as it reflects the perlormance of  the 
cornpad' 
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